Note: Reports are unedited and appear as submitted by the referee. The review history appears in chronological order.
Review form: Reviewer 3
Is the manuscript scientifically sound in its present form? Yes
Are the interpretations and conclusions justified by the results? Yes

Is the language acceptable? Yes
Is it clear how to access all supporting data? No
Do you have any ethical concerns with this paper? No
Have you any concerns about statistical analyses in this paper? No
Recommendation? Accept with minor revision (please list in comments)
Comments to the Author(s) I think that it would have been necessary to examine sub samples of L. santolla by histology, including those do not display clinical signs of infection. Clinical signs as whitish nodules arising from the sub-cuticular tissues are macroscopic signs of probably late-stage/patent infections (e.g. Field et al. 1992 , Shields & Behringer 2004 , Stentiford et al. 2010 , 2014 , and use of gross visual assessment methods may significantly underestimate the actual prevalence of A. rohanae. May be to save this point (since the sampling was already done), you could little explain in discussion section. Prevalence associated with geographic locations was examined. Did you study it with respect to depth of samples? No association between prevalence and 36 geographic location was detected, may be it could be explained by the different sampling sizes at each location (e.g. in Grupo Solari only 7 king crabs were collected whilst in Isla Toro 34 king crabs were collected). It might be discussed in the corresponding section. A table of these results presenting sampling size, sex proportion and their prevalence (besides the map) is suggested to be provided.
A co-habitation experiment with infected crabs and uninfected ones to explore potential for crabcrab transmission could be addressed. Page7-Line111: Replace "oocytes" by "eggs" Line 112: Idem Page 10-Line 165: Replace "larger" by "higher" What is the commercial size of L. santolla? It is suggested to provide this information.
Decision letter (RSOS-190682.R0)
31-Jul-2019
Dear Dr Rodríguez,
The editors assigned to your paper ("Widespread infection of Areospora rohanae in southern king crab (Lithodes santolla) populations across south Chilean Patagonia") have now received comments from reviewers. We would like you to revise your paper in accordance with the referee and Associate Editor suggestions which can be found below (not including confidential reports to the Editor). Please note this decision does not guarantee eventual acceptance.
Please submit a copy of your revised paper before 23-Aug-2019. Please note that the revision deadline will expire at 00.00am on this date. If we do not hear from you within this time then it will be assumed that the paper has been withdrawn. In exceptional circumstances, extensions may be possible if agreed with the Editorial Office in advance. We do not allow multiple rounds of revision so we urge you to make every effort to fully address all of the comments at this stage. If deemed necessary by the Editors, your manuscript will be sent back to one or more of the original reviewers for assessment. If the original reviewers are not available, we may invite new reviewers.
To revise your manuscript, log into http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/rsos and enter your Author Centre, where you will find your manuscript title listed under "Manuscripts with Decisions." Under "Actions," click on "Create a Revision." Your manuscript number has been appended to denote a revision. Revise your manuscript and upload a new version through your Author Centre.
When submitting your revised manuscript, you must respond to the comments made by the referees and upload a file "Response to Referees" in "Section 6 -File Upload". Please use this to document how you have responded to the comments, and the adjustments you have made. In order to expedite the processing of the revised manuscript, please be as specific as possible in your response.
In addition to addressing all of the reviewers' and editor's comments please also ensure that your revised manuscript contains the following sections as appropriate before the reference list:
• Ethics statement (if applicable) If your study uses humans or animals please include details of the ethical approval received, including the name of the committee that granted approval. For human studies please also detail whether informed consent was obtained. For field studies on animals please include details of all permissions, licences and/or approvals granted to carry out the fieldwork.
• Data accessibility It is a condition of publication that all supporting data are made available either as supplementary information or preferably in a suitable permanent repository. The data accessibility section should state where the article's supporting data can be accessed. This section should also include details, where possible of where to access other relevant research materials such as statistical tools, protocols, software etc can be accessed. If the data have been deposited in an external repository this section should list the database, accession number and link to the DOI for all data from the article that have been made publicly available. Data sets that have been deposited in an external repository and have a DOI should also be appropriately cited in the manuscript and included in the reference list.
If you wish to submit your supporting data or code to Dryad (http://datadryad.org/), or modify your current submission to dryad, please use the following link: http://datadryad.org/submit?journalID=RSOS&manu=RSOS-190682
• Competing interests Please declare any financial or non-financial competing interests, or state that you have no competing interests.
• Authors' contributions All submissions, other than those with a single author, must include an Authors' Contributions section which individually lists the specific contribution of each author. The list of Authors should meet all of the following criteria; 1) substantial contributions to conception and design, or acquisition of data, or analysis and interpretation of data; 2) drafting the article or revising it critically for important intellectual content; and 3) final approval of the version to be published.
All contributors who do not meet all of these criteria should be included in the acknowledgements.
We suggest the following format: AB carried out the molecular lab work, participated in data analysis, carried out sequence alignments, participated in the design of the study and drafted the manuscript; CD carried out the statistical analyses; EF collected field data; GH conceived of the study, designed the study, coordinated the study and helped draft the manuscript. All authors gave final approval for publication.
• Acknowledgements Please acknowledge anyone who contributed to the study but did not meet the authorship criteria.
• Funding statement Please list the source of funding for each author.
Once again, thank you for submitting your manuscript to Royal Society Open Science and I look forward to receiving your revision. If you have any questions at all, please do not hesitate to get in touch. Given the variety of comments it seems likely that the authors can address the concerns in a reasonable timeframe, but if more is needed, please let us know. Thanks for submitting.
Reviewers' Comments to Author: Reviewer: 1
Major: This is a simple study that would be better presented as a shorter paper/note in a specialist journal. 57 cited references are overkill for a study that only assessed prevalence over a single sample of crabs from one time point (winter 2011). So little is known of this parasite (described in 2014), particularly its mechanisms of transmission, dispersal, seasonality etc., so most text hypothesizing mechanisms driving prevalence/distribution are supposition at best. I suggest the authors restructure the paper as a short report-the prevalence/distribution data is valuable, but the context needs to be changed.
It is not clear to this reviewer that the pathognomonic sign for infection of A. rohanae has been well established and tested, yet the gross presentation has been used as a diagnostic tool in the current study (lines 113-118). I have read Stentiford et al. (2014) study and nowhere in that paper are the number of crabs that were used to describe the parasite presented. PCR data was only generated from two independent samples. Stentiford et al do not indicate that no other infections can be associated to these symptoms in king crabs (incorrectly stated by the authors in lines 117-118). Further, cottage cheese disease (pathogen not described to species level) has previously been reported from king crabs in the northern hemisphere. Clearly further work needs to be carried out to establish, beyond doubt, that the presented symptoms are unique to A. rohanae infection.
Minor: Line 35-36, expand on the stated significant association between prevalence and geographical location as there is no mention of this in the results section, page 8??
Line 41-42, delete as speculation.
Lines 67-68, FYI conversely, many crustaceans show a higher prevalence of pathogens in earlier life stages. Line 105, what is a conical plot? Do the authors not mean "pots"? Provide mesh width of traps/pots. from the sub-cuticular tissues are macroscopic signs of probably late-stage/patent infections (e.g. Field et al. 1992 , Shields & Behringer 2004 , Stentiford et al. 2010 , 2014 , and use of gross visual assessment methods may significantly underestimate the actual prevalence of A. rohanae. May be to save this point (since the sampling was already done), you could little explain in discussion section. Prevalence associated with geographic locations was examined. Did you study it with respect to depth of samples? No association between prevalence and 36 geographic location was detected, may be it could be explained by the different sampling sizes at each location (e.g. in Grupo Solari only 7 king crabs were collected whilst in Isla Toro 34 king crabs were collected). It might be discussed in the corresponding section. A table of these results presenting sampling size, sex proportion and their prevalence (besides the map) is suggested to be provided.
Author's Response to Decision Letter for (RSOS-190682.R0)
See Appendix A.
RSOS-190682.R1 (Revision)
Review form: Reviewer 2 (Vladimir G. Dvoretsky)
Is the manuscript scientifically sound in its present form? Yes
Are the interpretations and conclusions justified by the results? Yes
Is the language acceptable? Yes
Do you have any ethical concerns with this paper? No
Have you any concerns about statistical analyses in this paper? No
Recommendation?
Accept as is Royal Society Open Science operates under a continuous publication model (http://bit.ly/cpFAQ). Your article will be published straight into the next open issue and this will be the final version of the paper. As such, it can be cited immediately by other researchers. As the issue version of your paper will be the only version to be published I would advise you to check your proofs thoroughly as changes cannot be made once the paper is published. R: Thank you for this comment. We agree with Reviewer #1 on the fact that our study is based upon a single sample and one point of time. However, we would like to stress that this contribution is the first report of the spatial distribution of the infection, covering circa 800 km of the southeastern pacific shore. Moreover, the sample encompassed 3000 host individuals. Also, and perhaps more importantly, Lithodes santolla is an economically important natural resource of local communities in Magallanes and elsewhere. Thus, we see this contribution and a relevant benchmark to further develop a research agenda on the parasite-host dynamics of Aerospora rohanae and L. santolla. For those reasons, we have shortened the manuscript, reduced too speculative statements and sloppy citations, and also removed redundant literature (43 references), but with an eye in keeping the paper rather than the short note format. With this, we hope Reviewer #1 understand our concerns related to moving our paper to a note.
